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Abstract 
This paper addresses the need for a coherent conceptual framework for information management. The paper discusses the 
field of information management as represented by existing analyses of author affiliations, and a distinction is introduced 
between information management at institutional level and information management at conceptual level. Conceptual 
frameworks should be founded on concepts.  
One of the challenges of developing a framework is to delimit the area of inquiry. Is information management a discipline in 
its own right, or is information management several disciplines? Little research has examined information management in a 
disciplinary perspective. It is argued that an exploration of the components of a discipline is important as a foundation for 
development of a conceptual framework for information management.  
The paper concludes by suggesting that information management has three different underlying concepts: Information 
Management1: information management at institutional level. Information Management2: content-oriented information 
management, rooted in information science and Information Management3: technology-oriented information management, 
rooted in information systems. A coherent conceptual framework that incorporates disciplinary perspectives may provide a 
new theoretical understanding that helps us conceptualize the identity of information management. 
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1. Introduction 
This paper addresses the need for a coherent conceptual framework for information management. The 
argument focuses on the concept of information management as opposed to the term, as frameworks should be 
founded on concepts. Concepts are embedded in disciplines, and it is argued that an exploration of the 
components of a discipline is important as a foundation for development of a conceptual framework. Little 
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research has been done on how different disciplines characteristically look at information management; this is 
important if we wish to delimit information management from other disciplines and analyze the role of different 
disciplines related to information management. The intent of this paper is to adopt a disciplinary perspective on 
information management as a first step toward developing a conceptual framework. 
The paper concludes by suggesting that information management has three different underlying concepts: 
Information Management1: information management at institutional level. Information Management2: content-
oriented information management, rooted in information science and Information Management3: technology-
oriented information management, rooted in information systems. A coherent conceptual framework that 
incorporates disciplinary perspectives may provide a new theoretical understanding that helps us conceptualize 
the identity of information management. 
2. Information management at institutional level vs. conceptual level 
Macevičiūtė and Wilson [1]demonstrate the diversity of the information management research field in their 
analysis of the main journals publishing articles with ‘information management’ in the title between 1999 and 
2004. They indicate that “The content and scope of IM has been under close scrutiny by researchers and 
practitioners from several fields (business and management, organization research, information systems, 
information and communication technology, public administration, communication, information and 
librarianship) for a long time” (p. 19) [1]. When analyzing author affiliations of the investigated articles, the fields 
mentioned are business, management, finance and economic departments, computing and information systems 
departments, information management or LIS departments (p. 28). 
Schlögl [2] conducts an author co-citation analysis on the basis of all publications on ‘information 
management’ or ‘information resource(s) management’ in the title. He identifies the main dimensions of 
information management, and in his concluding table (Conclusions section, table 1), he provides an overview of 
information and knowledge management: objects, terms and related disciplines. The disciplines indicated are: 
information systems, business informatics, records management, library and information science, organizational 
sciences, management sciences.  
The result of the analyses [1, 2] might indicate that information management is the sum of all disciplines 
emerged from their analyses of author affiliations. The authors are not explicit about their understanding of 
discipline beyond the analysis of author’s affiliations. It is the affiliations of authors of publications with 
‘information management’, information resource(s) management’ in the title that decide which disciplines are 
included. But does this mean that all the disciplines mentioned are information management? 
The analyses [1, 2] may provide a useful overview of the disciplines involved in information management at 
an aggregate level. It is suggested that information management at this level is denominated the institutional level 
as opposed to information management at a conceptual level. It is argued that information management at the 
institutional level does not lend itself as a basis for a conceptual framework for the following reasons: If we 
consider information management at an institutional level, based on author affiliations, the underlying 
disciplinary understanding of information management is not transparent as information management is rooted in 
different disciplines (section 2.1); it is necessary to distinguish between the term and the concept(s) of 
information management (section 2.2); concepts are embedded in disciplines (section 2.3). 
2.1. Content-oriented and technology-oriented information management rooted in different disciplines 
Schlögl [2], besides assigning authors to specific disciplines, also relates authors and their affiliated disciplines 
to different aspects of information and knowledge management. And he concludes that a distinction can be made 
between content-oriented and technology-oriented information management [2] (Mapping the literature of 
information management section). In his map, figure 1: Map of information management sources, he includes, on 
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the vertical axis, the extent to which the authors worked on the topic information management. And on the 
horisontal axis he indicates the different subject dimensions. Schlögl’s analysis [2] shows that “Authors on the 
left can be assigned to the information sciences.” And authors on the right, ”whose research topic is the efficient 
and effective use of information technology (IT)” are assigned to the disciplines information systems and 
business informatics [2] (Mapping the literature of information management section). Thus, he identifies two 
major groups of authors, from the information sciences, and information systems and business informatics, 
respectively.  
On the basis of his author co-citation analysis, Schlögl [2] qualifies the aggregate level of author affiliations by 
means of subject dimensions. Compared to the overall publication analyses [1, 2], which might indicate that 
information management is the sum of all disciplines emerged from the author affiliations, Schlögl’s 
identification of these two major groups of authors, and the distinction between content-oriented and technology-
oriented information management [2], shows that information management is rooted in the information science 
and information systems disciplines, which also suggests that these disciplines are more central to information 
management than other disciplines. Furthermore, Schlögl’s mapping [2] shows that the information science and 
information systems disciplines are practically unrelated and he observes “there is no collaboration between 
researchers from information systems and those from information sciences” [2] (Mapping the literature of 
information management section). 
2.2. Different concepts of information management – separate conceptual frameworks 
What characterizes the studies by Macevičiūtė and Wilson [1] and Schlögl [2] is that their analyses take their 
respective starting points in publications with ‘information management’ and ‘information resource(s) 
management’ in the title. That is, the common starting point is the terms ‘information management’ and 
‘information resource(s) management’ respectively. However, the term is the linguistic representation of a 
concept [3], and the concepts of information management underlying the terms are not taken into account. It is 
argued that relying on ‘information management’ in the journal titles is a questionable basis for developing a 
conceptual framework as frameworks should be founded on the central concepts. To achieve a conceptual 
framework for information management it is necessary to explore the concept(s) of information management and 
of the disciplines in which the concepts are embedded. Therefore, to ascertain the underlying concepts of 
information management, more studies of the respective disciplines’ understanding of information management 
would be required. 
The distinction between content-oriented and technology-oriented information management demonstrated by 
Schlögl [2] is an important basis for a conceptual framework. Schlögl’s  distinction between content-oriented and 
technology-oriented information management gives us an indication of different meanings of the term 
information management. And as content-oriented and technology-oriented information management are assigned 
to two different disciplines, which, according to Schlögl’s analysis [2] are practically unrelated, it is fair to 
assume that each discipline has its own understanding of information management. Therefore, it is suggested that 
the concept of information management is different in the two disciplines and that separate conceptual 
frameworks should be developed for information science and information systems, respectively. Thus, on the 
basis of the aggregate institutional level and the distinction between content-oriented and technology-oriented 
information management [2] it is suggested, as indicated in fig. 1, that the term information management has 
three different underlying concepts: Information Management1: information management at institutional level. 
Information Management2: content-oriented information management, rooted in information science and 
Information Management3: technology-oriented information management, rooted in information systems. 
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2.3. Concepts are embedded in disciplines 
Although a discussion of what a discipline is might in itself be questionable, and Klein [4] points out that a 
discipline is not a clean-cut category, it may be useful to consider her definition: 
The term discipline signifies the tools, methods, procedures, exempla, concepts, and theories that account 
coherently for a set of objects or subjects. Over time they are shaped and reshaped by external contingencies 
and internal intellectual demands. In this manner a discipline comes to organize and concentrate experience 
into a particular “world view”. [4] (p. 104, emphasis in original). 
According to Klein [5] (p. 222) the disciplines represent independent matrices of thought. Petrie [6] uses the 
notion of cognitive maps that he understands as “the whole cognitive and perceptual apparatus utilized by any 
given discipline” (p. 35). According to Petrie [6], different disciplines have different cognitive maps, and among 
the elements that every discipline has, he mentions: basic concepts, modes of inquiry, what counts as a problem, 
types of explanation, and general ideals of what constitutes the discipline. To these elements Augsburg [7] (p. 
116) adds other elements, such as for example assumptions and worldviews, leading theories, leading thinkers, 
and leading academic journals. It is suggested, therefore, that to develop conceptual frameworks for information 
management, some or all of these components of a discipline should be taken into account. First a separate 
analysis of Information Management2 and Information Management3; then a study of the multi- and 
interdisciplinary relations would be required.  
Little research has examined information management in a disciplinary perspective. Future research on 
conceptual frameworks for Information Management1,2,3 may provide a new theoretical understanding and 
contribute to the theory development of the field. 
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